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of IWo OF more hult’nﬂvﬂ Tf
not unreasonably Yestralo
pot Megal; but it is the com-
wirich unreasonably rustrainﬁ
« iilegal, and if the plﬂln

4

BIG BOY MAY BE %
SPANKED BY DAD -

trade that |
COAlTOvVersy
the American business, and by the
‘-.m-.lthmnnn of the companies all conr

Father Who Finds Missing Tou- | petition is eliminated between tha
- . constituent parts of the combination,
lon Giant Said That With Aid then it Is in restraint of trade within
of Mother He DMight. the meaning of the statutes under all
ey  the decisions.”
— _ hir Toulon Cotn- The decision reviews the history of |
o ade e T o the manufacture of harvesting imple
ty boy, who stands six foot iwe e mente in the United States, asserting |
fn his stockiag feet, and weighs 215 | 4har prior to the organization of the
pounds, and wi Rock Island PO | iprernational Harvester company the
lice were seeking 1G4} t. after | principal manufaciurers of harvest
he ran amay from home. was found bY jne implements I'n the United States
his ther in Moline yesterday after| wara:
noon. The McCormick Harvesting Machine
Mr. Hogan, came to Rock Island | camopany of Chicago, founded in about
firgt and after he learned that the po-| 1349
lice here had not located his =on. . M. Osborne & Co, of Auburn, N.
he felt sure the 4 hot Y., foundad about 1860 |
in ghis ity He then wani (O st The Warder, Bushnell & Glessner
where he found the Iad in quest of  ~n  of Springfield, Ohio, founded
work about 1869
He stopped off in Rock Island again The Deering Harvester company, of
on return route and AnSWAr 10 qUes | ~picacs founded about 1875,
e~ tions of Desk Sergeant Arthur Kins The Milwaukce Harvester Co., of
lay, stated that e fid r Know | ynwaukee
whether or nof spank his The Plano: Manufacturing Co., of
Eon when 1 He said | yyast Pullman, NI
that prov . would as- According to the decision, the ef-
sist, chastisement meted OUl goria to combine these concerns began
to thé TURRWRY lon June 24, 1902, when T. D. Middle
By way of explanation it ma¥ be pa,¢ secured an option on the stock
eafd that the father is about a f00t| ;4 plant of the Milwaukee Harvester
shorter than son and welghs con-| oo for $3,123,691. “He did this” the
siderably less decision savs, “In fact =as agenti,
though it does not clearly appear who

his principal was, whether J. P. Mor

HARVESTER IS GIVEN

gan & Co., George W. Perkins, or the |
ORDERS TO SEPARATE McCormick Harvesting Machine com-
= pany He did it, however. at the di
antinued From Page One rect instance of the McCormick Har-
aw ': "‘-=1.'.-_"-‘_:"_ -gv:_‘.-_- - _T.u_qv vesting Machine company, but wheth-
3 ther wag noler he was acting as principal or agent
ng of the pro-| is left in some slight doubt
& Co. az Inde The court quotes partc of section
after it had and 2 of the Sherman law, and as
1al  Harvester | serts that the statues must be con-
COmPpAnYy sing was to | strued ig the Hght of ra.*:u:nn He tijr-?
duce purct irt finds, fm-n quotes from the decision of 1hr-_¥ nt
i 0o buvingi!ted States Supreme Court Its decis
1 ion as to the rule of reason in the case
nsured the de of the United Stawes aga'nst the Am
er w he fi fcan Tobacco Co.. and continues
W wed over to “No weight is attached, therefore
it by Wilam |to the means by which the combina-
' anker., who|tion was formed, if the cambination
hased the i was withip the purview of the statute
as created The fact that thi= coimn-
arl?¥ of the opin-|bination took the form of a new cor-
e t ] nr t y TR% mmateral
cess | i t ade ¢ & this combination in restraint
1 pert b d to of trad it substantially suppressed
ars . al mpetition between five compa-
T} + - . v " bajes. and the re-trrint of competition
pProoner r nternational | petweena combining companies 1= Aas
zieT L atock illezal as destruction of competition
= T, ar r netween il combining. * *
i & f i We th d down as a
T 1 tions general T ipanies couid
- . ’ Sta ard Ol sint 1 ke as 1o price
: ) I : ecollateral servie*s, they cauld
T T 1 nr & 1 K erall it and ns the com
b ¢ sritut named did in =ffect unite, 1he
r f 1 r e and :... uestion §s as to whether they
I ! les ] & agread on prices and what
i« 8 A ate | serviers they would render
o [ 1ld  mhen their companiez were all pro;
o price perous and 1 v Jointl controlied S0
they couw'd ' 1o per cent of the business in th
1 Is ¥ COMpRAr . o | I'nitad States We thind
5 1 In off nite, the sole |t could not have mac such an
jent " o i‘ t nt - e =
at col e International s o a
J renocer cturing cow ) but by
r FoIm ' all pros the company iz a great deal
pEr b b tre i 80 er in agricuitural implementis in in
B& per tof t isiness in that!ierstate and foreign commerce. * * *
ne I et of We ¢ “(rongress has condemned any com
! i i dt A0 | bination in restraint of either ths for
¢lgn or interstate trade, and if the In
Eliminated ternational Harvester Compas nas
4 hich form-|in restraint of either the interstate or
rd yére small | foreign It was unlawful It wonld not
and 1t ad eszen. he lawful to restrain the
a I L | to com e with |trude, in order to build up the foreign
3P n Yhe same | trade The International by suppre
h would, in the ing all competition between the five
besn In restral original eompanies was in restraint of |
T but in the furtherance of 1!_ trade as prohibited in the first section
hat when they constituted the largest rsf the Sherman law and 't tended to
manufacturers of thelr articles T wonopolize thin the meaning of the
Amerieca, 1f it in the wy and held | second si m of the same law, and
vintly about 80 to 85 per cent of the|this restraint and thisz monopoly were
rade. and two &t 8t of the com-|the direct and Immediate effect of the
panies forming the combination were consolidation, and were not incidental
prosperous combining was, | and uncertain in their effect
when similarly viewed, an unreason-j We conelude, that the International
abla restraint of trade 1f the business | Harvester Company was [rom the be
of the '-r\I':;I'J," companies combini ginning in violation of the first sand
Was isuccesaful it could be pl: second sections of the Sherman law,
that their combination was reasonable jand that this condition was accentuss.
view of the of reason as pro-|ed by the reorganization of the Amer- |
clalmed by the suprems court, but ft lean company and by thes subsequent
in coneceded that the McCormick nn;lhilf'il:!—i!!’rrﬁ— of competing plants, and |
the Deering companies ‘had estab- |that all the defendants subsidiary .
i'shed reasonahly successful and p_—.._-.lr--mjra\u.- hecame from time to time
perous businesses" g0 that question is|parties Lo the fllegal combination, and
eliminated ! Ithe defendant companies are combin- |
“There 18 1o limit under the Ameri-ied to monopolize a part of the inter-
—- “ whic a business mav not lstate and foreign trade
ly grow, Ang even a com “it will, therefore, be ordered that
I

A New Sum-
mer Shirt

Ideal for the Hot days—

Made exactly like illustra-
tion—

Low neck with shawl col-
lar and short sleeves—

Made from white basket
weave Madras—

All sizes, price

$1.50
A New Summer Work Shirt

Made from plain blue Amoskeog with short sleeves; low

neck and no collar, 50c
RICHTER’S

219-221 W. Second St., D avenport, lowa,

have 0 or 56 por cent |

HARSON IS BOUND |

Old Man Charged With Taking
Indecent Liberties With
Little Girls.

Willlam Harson, a widower 57 years

Hiberties

ed in police court this morning before |

bound

the grand jury under bonds of $1.500.
Heing unable to furnish the bonds Har-
son was sent to jail
| Harson
The cas was twice continued

Seven women, all of whom reside
near P yspoct park, wheore the ma-
jority of Harson's offenses are alleged
to have occurred, furnished evidence
of a damaging nature against the de-
fendant Ian court The state has aa
meny more witnesses in reserve, all
| of whom will testify before the grand

| Justice Fred Entrikin and to

jury in September. State's Attorney
Flovd Thompson is personally hand-
ling the prosecution,

the entire combination and monopoly
| be dissolved, that the defendants have
{ninety days in which to report to the
| court a plan for the dissolution of the
entire uniawful business into at least

|three substantially equal, separate,
| distinet and independent corporations
'with wholly separate owners and

gtockholders, or in the event this case

!
:E.-: appealed and this decree superced-
(ed, then within ninety days from the
fililng of the procedendo or mandate
from the supreme court, the defend-
ant =hall file such plan, and in case
the defendants fail to file such plan
, Within the time Hmit, thé court will|
|entertain an application for the ap-|
pointment of A recefver for all the|
properties of the corporate defend-
ants, and jurisdiction i= retained to |
rmake such additional decrees as may |
become necessary to secure the final|
| winding up and dissolution of the

combination and monopoly compiained

of and as to.costs.”
Judze Hock, concurring, says: “The
international Harvester company ia

not the result of the normal growth
or the falr enterprise of an indiy i-!n:l'!,'
partnersnip or a corporation. on
tne coatrary, it was c¢reated by com-
bining five great competing compan-
ies which controlled more than S0 per
cenl of the trade o necessary farm
implemer and it still maintains =a
substantial dominance. That s the
controlling fact; all else is detall, It
may bhe, as is =ald, that there ig a
growing reco m of the need of
great concen curces for trade
and commers even t h =secured
Ey combt n ¢ indens ient., com
peling eoncerr Bit that Iz not the
She T And a statute must be
inken by the UrTS AS O true estimate
» af
to que
weizhed or inierpret-
Wis¢ Or IWise or
whether [t ne =ince changed.
I+ i= bu " vever, to say and
o make i1 i it in the mnln the
ness duct of the ompainy to-
ig its competitors and the publie
een honorable, clean and falr
S *tty digaonesties were tracked
n the start, mo=ily by ordinaies
Wl gd been in the service of the old
panies tl erp Soon eofion
rid o In connectior should
also be said that specific charges of
mi t wWere mi n EOvern
ment's p tinn w found no war
rant whatever {1 the proof. They were
i = a character and there was so
much of m, apparently without
foundation, that the case is exception-|
al in that particular.”

Judee Sanborn,
profound respect
iils rt
orced t
apinion,

dissenting, savs with
for the judgment of
"‘I-\?r“-', finds himseall
with them in this
BAYS

COU A BT
disag
and in

“First, because seems to me
give insy lent consideration
onduct of the

Ll T".:"-
part
it

tn
defendants at the
commenced, in
and for seven years before
aud then were not either so
or threatening %o to do
‘Conceding bur admitting
combination 1592 and 1903
bean challenged in 1903 1d 1904
fore the actual effect the conduect
of ils business by the defendants upon

trade «
time 1t
April. 1912

date,

1i= TR

was

not that

e of

'
of

| interstate and forelgn trade had been
demonstrated hy the actual trial of It
Irom 10035 to 1812, a court might have
| presumed that the defendants were
| viplating the anti-trust law and have

=0 found on t

OVER TO THE JURYj

of age, charged with taking mdm’:anl]
with HHttie girls, was ar‘rmxn-,

was arrested a month ago. |

the

olies In undue restraint of interstats
or fereign trade and pre
by fine or

muent Imprisonment, or both,
for anv viclation thereo!l, and section
735 of the revieed statutes bars any

prosecution i

#r these acts for such

viplation three years alter they arg

| committed, comblon-

i, therefore, a
tiom or monopoly in unreasonable re
straint of trude was made In 1002, 1903

the makliag thereo! wols barred

l_\muh hefore this sult

many
wag commenced
“Section 4 of tan acl gives jurisdice

tion to this court “to prevent and re

strain vielations of this act.’ but it
grants this court no power to pumish |
past violations thereof. Fais suit is
not a proceedings to punish the d:"-j
fendants for deeds done in the past

It is a sult in equity undeyr section 4
to prevent and restrain future wviola-
tions of the anatitrust law. It looks
| to the future, not tn the past, and Lthis |
!l'ﬂnrt Is not oniy without jurisdiction
| to punish delendants for past viola-!
|,Il’lny. of thig law, but persens wao at |

| some past time combined to Arenson-

Sbly restrain or'mcnopplize Interstate 69¢ House Dresses in ‘several good styles anfl
or International trade wede not there- 1o
| by deprived of their right thereaflter splendid values at this price. Go on h"‘::‘ . GNE DGLLAR
nd now to conduct such trade in obe-| ff)l
dience to the law. | For your choice of any $1.50 or ‘l 69 House
The particular facts prm:w_l in _rhm Dress ;n stock. Utility and Si ‘Th‘ < styles in-
individual case not only fail 1o show ~luded
tiiat the defendants were undaly or) cluded.
unreasonahly restraining or attemi- 6() ‘n“-i %1 (]8 Street Dre-s*seq. Of DI'L“ v per-
ing to monopolize !Interstate foreixn cale made in new long tunic s;.\'!e.ﬂ. go on sale
tradn_ or threatening to do so at the tomorrow &t . .........
time this st was commenced and)|
for saven vears beforea that time, but 3 le,ru.- - ,‘_,“p Children’s Dresses for % ] Un—
Judge Sanborp declares IIh;I( the .xm! I‘er(" ]99:. sizes 6 to 14 Veprs.
anti- trust law js a resurrection of the | .
anclent Englisiv rule of public policy Any $1.25 or $§1.50 White Lingeriz “'ai:st.-e-- [
against undue and anreasonable re your choice of any at these prices, for ont ﬂE Dﬂ L
giraint of trade and unreasonable mo- | dollar. l
nopolias He insistg that it does not |
forbid all restraint nor restrictions r;!'I £1.69 and %l_f!ﬁ (‘hi!dl‘t‘li's Dresses—Hundreds
{ competition, but only those which are | of drezses in all sizes and styiles—your choice of
unreasonably injurious to the publie, | anv of them tn;'p_nrrr,-_-.- r £1.00.
| and that, as Chief Justice White =said, o
‘the statute under this view evidenced Tableful of 98¢ and $1.25 Waists, hllghtl\
the intent not lo restrain the right to | mussed, but excellent values at 6%¢, go on GNE E}GL! AR
make and enforce contracts, whether | tomorrow at ‘3 rﬂl'
| resulting from combinalion or other
| wise, which did not unduly restraln | ° Silk Waists worth to $3.98 One of the best
| interstate or foreign commerce, but to AR bargains of this sale; a rackful of splendid silk
| protect that commerce from being’ re- blouses in all colors and stripes.
| strained by methods, whether old or =
| new, which would constitute Bathing Suits—The***Water Sprite” style of
| terence that is an undne res good cotton serge, nicely trimmed; we sell them
and now rules of interpretation and for £1.69 and $1.98; special for tomorrow at
applicatio of this law onelusivels PO -
::,,I,,.-.ll}:l,,ﬁ ,,\r rh.: r..,‘p;,g,:rl".;...-:_g-f.m Buyvs any black or colored Trimmed Hat in
of the highest judicial tribunal in the 0NE DOLLAR Ft(u‘k, also white hats, except anamas, and
| 1and, satin hats.
| “It !s equally weil established that - ¥ -
the ,-‘.,,_,mll .;‘,:' .“_,“pr‘,;,;m;li,,n by the Outing Hats of felt, golfine, plqueﬁand ratine, 1
English rule of public policy and by choice of any that sell up to $1.98, tomorrow v
the statute under consideration of un- R S R L T o | PO ST (3 N AL M (N AT SRl
reasonable restraints and attemots rr;l
menopolize trade was and that by — — e Ry — — —
H:]ld.;l.;, .,.-:;.-;.r.'(“:lf. .,-.:I:\r-.l4-:'v;--rm_ .i ‘Al} E or pilempting to monopolize '.n'.f-r--[n'u- [0 present g NEW CRSE ler 1ho 1 resiraint of trade or s e
.:!}-.-‘,\ hr‘:!.;;. -.'1;‘-“11‘:-;:-&[1 :"l T-.J-.lin.«fzua- i oy 'r.:“j“ o ':3 f‘.ﬂ“‘nﬁ I antitrust. law No has been scaable atiemypt to monopolize it
ers of the articles thev affect, (21 1 they made and fﬂ:-: and tha .:L‘-_x nf"_l | roung in the books . y e ST 2 decres sheltle
thelr producetion, () deteriorate th their . fall [4r without ihe ;lTl":\!- under my observation in wh i renid ¢ ' npialnt in this
qualiiy, and (4) decrease the wages | Pition of the antitrust Jaw and the| . ,..... of all tae evils s l S 11 withou :judics 1o
of the labher and the pr.i--» s of materials | YEASON for It | that law was directed pi of e ['niled States tobrisg
required to produce them “The only reason for the prevention : g1ilt was broszht and . it of 1ike caaracter agine
“And If In any individual easa the ©OF 1cts of defendants In a | hefore wag 5o concl nn t nts  wiianaver sar
weieht of the evidence falls to pr 5 e fourth sections of the |, this p r £ oot aneaced e
that the defendants’ conduet of their ! Sts . as we have seen, that they in:n ressive commission of aav aots in violstle
| business is gg restrieting or threaten- | are or threaten 1o be unduly injurious|of unjust or of the 1{rust sialute.
ne restrain competition in thaey 10 tite pablie. [f they are not thus in-| sompetition, the ahsence of ( i —
articles they make I il as to un-|(2 ous o if they are beneficial -"“‘ll ng of an undue share of Lie ' " pnine sovernment
duly injure the public i1 ralsine restraint or prevention of taeir .I awas from compet nd o i 5 I pod { ¢ for use in'the
the prices of the to the ccn-|acts wounld be injurious to the public ! fendants, the absence of the raising! Culién leper cclon The coine am
sumers or (2) lmi their r uld not be restrained or pre-| of prices of the articles affected 1 alun | include pleces af 1
ticn, or (3) deter thefr qual-| Ve their cansumers insence of the Y, 81 I 11y centavos, T4
ey, or (4) decrea the price paid Judee Saaborn then refers to thellimiting of the 3 copl ¢ face valus Tor all
for the jabor or mater g required to! claim of the defendanis that tSe main [ o) tie decreaze of | bBusir Arried vithin thel coloay,
prodate them, or (&) by unfa‘r and op-, purpos< of 1t combmation of 1902 | luberers and of the ari D elrewhere
I'.-nh'-'- o TT't:'.-"?llf‘I]’ af r-u.m;.zr'nrs. an ‘. 19 waAs o devy p _tm- }rfs:n M l‘*l‘f’: :11)f!.;l1:'f". _'*.‘. L = W dhplff?l-
ither undue Oor unreasanable re-t American harvesting machin- | o ents of nadue Iinn . ‘ 5 s
of competition. nor of trade.|ervy and that te do =o required more | and wndue restraint of Bur dead” whe
n indue attempt to monopolize is es | capital, and cancludes by reciting how | with the presence of s competition ' Lhe 8 n ing city oxteArnth
tablisned The reason the rule! thi ide wns increased and that it | which iner of the com-| — —————m
! and for the prohibition in aw does ive additional employment to Ameri- itors In de nd
i not exist and the luw Iz inapp yile. | cuan Jaber at inereased wages, and gavs | decreased the wlants - = y
“The facts which have been rece receiversliip or subdivision of th | Neither the d 34 I,ln‘nﬁcr & niQYﬂ'
and other facts and cirevmsy es to erty and the bhusiness of 1« case no- the American T i o
{If'-f' same effect seem to me to estab-| defendants cannot fail to tend to crip- | pany case, nor any oiner autsori Real Es‘ate and Loans
| ish the conclusion that durlng the 10 ) ple and diminish this business, to re- {cited , seem to me 10 rule this cus: Finn moved Bair office 10 g
| ¥ears of the operation of the Interna-{ strain the advance or to decrease the 'because in nene of »
tonal Harvester company neither [t|vages of the lnh-'"n— and the prices | siich affirmative and to my 0 Rooms 219 and 220
awing to &t its competitors re of | on and thereby inflict injury upon tiae« the suils were ot ience:d the i -
the interswtate (rade in harvestine ma- | publie ants had practic ne ar's Pt Rock Istand. ,
chinery, or excluding them therefrom. | “The evidence iIn is =it seenis h-l sued no methedy w h i i P an | L
| ':nd_ that, on the other hand, the Inter- | - P - _—--—-__'
| natlonal company's proportion of this| =~ - > . ;
| trude has been decreasing and tha¢ n'i — _— - Y
its competitors Increasing ! -
"Among the innumerable acts of tl 4".} | '
defendants and their arents in con-| Ladies' Bathing Suits, 's Prico
'tlw'iln“,.: their vast business for a de-|
cade, the government found some that
were unfalr to competitors, but they
were elther unauthorized acts of sub-
ordinate agents or sporadic, and ox-|

ceplional fostances The welght

of thelr competitors who came in large

| 1@ theory that those who | Dumbers to testify and of all wit-
{ have power to violate a law are nr&Itll'!HM upon the subject, is also over-
{sumed to do so, yvet the demonstirg | whelming that the general conduct
tion by the actual trial which the evi-| and the almost wniversal practice of
Ial.-nr-- seems to me to present that at | the defendants and thelr aszents was
the time this suit wag commenced the | and s free from sall methods and acts
defendants were, and for at least sev-| eéither unlawful, unfalr or oppressive
en years beflore that time had hnnn‘l toward thelr competitors, that it has
| condurcting the business of the Tu'r-*ml‘“f' no doubt that the consistent and
nationul company and thelr businesa | persisient purposoes, hul.-_ rule of
without unduly restraining or monop- | artion and practice of the defendants
olizing Interstate or foreign trade, | has been and Is to avold and prevent
cught to and in my mind must, far|all acts and methods unfair, unjust nr
| outwelgh that questionable Il!'!'h-.ﬂ}p-‘L(‘pl!rﬁ'l‘ﬂi\t' toward their competitor
{tion. This alleged presumption anever; “Their prices to the consumers ro
i... emed well founded or reasonnble lnrmn'nvll nearly stationary aud increa
' ma, and pow that the rule of reason|ed far less than the nr s of o'her
llmr..-.' bhe applied to the interpretation | agricultural machinery the ade In
{of the anti-trust Iaw and to 1t appli#| which was not claimed to hinve hen=
cation 1o the fact of each particular| restralned or ruonanolied The L |
|.;,-..a-, I think this alleged presumption | harvesting machine was the bl nier
should be deemed functus, officio | Its price advanced about five per oon
| “*The controlling issue Io this -‘u'mllillrln‘: some of the ml--'l'u'-h e vi
15 not what combination or monopoly | but was substantially the same in
was made In 15802, 1603 or 18504, nor| 1512 for a hetter machine r'nnrl it wans
whether or not that combination was | for a poorer machine in 1602, hile
1\1...!“,1”. of the antlhtrust law, Tt ln,llnp price of cultivators, wh;.-nu-\ nnd
| were the defendants In 1912 doing or|plow goods, which were certainly not |
| threatening to do acts which so unren-’m'-nun-u:::ml_ advanced from 10 to 10/
sonably rastrained or monopolized - | per cent And the acts of tie defend-
terstate or forelgn trade that it is "wl::'r'.s- and the proved afect of 1helr ,..l-;
duty of this court of equity to eifoln | durine at least seven vésrs balare this
pre vENnt their future per --.f;,‘I.-vr'_:'u:ﬂ WHE CONLTMEen s o my mind de:
"Sectlons 1 and 2 of the ant'idrust | enstr y the Tact that they wore n
aw forblds combinations and motiop| er yaduly or unressonably e ssirain

cribe punish-

or 1904, the proceedings to punish for |

Ol

the evidence of the officers and agents ;

|
|

j

What $1:

Doés here tomorrow
The Bee Hive On T he Corner
ONE DOLLAR B

to 6 years, dozens of
Choice of
STor ..,

Rompers for children, 2
different styles and combinations.
any of our 50¢ qualjties, tomorrow 3

oNE BOLLAR Off the reg‘ular '}rlf'r' of any Bathing Suit, sell-

ing regularly at $2.98, $3.98, $4.98. BSave a
dollar tomorrow.

Skirt and Waist Special—Splendid P. K. skirts

that are bargains at 69¢, and choice of any of

our special 69¢ waists. Tomorrow, both for. . NE DOLLAR
ONE DOLLAR 69¢ and $1.00 Petticoats of sateeng and ging-

hams and excellent values at regular price, go
on sale tomorrow, 2 for 1.

SIMON & LANDAUER
Corner Second and Harrison,
DAVENPOHRT, 10WA

Dollar Dav

Shoppers who com= to the S. & L.
tomorrow will reap big benefits
savings. Most of these prices are
for the one day only.

Loolt Over These Items

Commencing tomorrow any /1 ribbed un:eon = ' aese=s
atraw hat, values $ I : . . Pnh £l
to $3.50 for e S i mueh pnd 1 : @
* ) - : shirts and drawers or
$1.50 shirts, starch ar soflt cuffs £1 N bty RS iy
$1.50 kbaki trousers .,..... 1 | ,_: KA \:I.r 2 2o e
$L.0 to 3260 Athletic unions =1 i e 8ilk hoze, 3 for -‘l
Herc s Wha: a Dollar Will Do In the Boys' Sect:on
¥1.50 blouse waists. .81 | £1.50 shirts ... .... 81 | Straw Hats, values
F1.50 pajamas 81 | 2150 trousers ......S81 | to %230 $|
'.1 20 wash suits .81 [ =1.00 rompers ey 0 By <] for WAL RS




